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CHAPTER 1 
STATEMENT OF INTENT 
The last few decades have seen a phenomenal growth in 
the demand for English in India's higher education. 
Yet there has been widespread dissatisfaction expressed 
by various sectors in the society, and also by a 
considerable number of teachers and learners, regarding 
the effectiveness of ESL programmes. The inadequacy of 
such a situation is immediately evident in India at a 
time vtfhen ESL is at a cross road facing the pressure of 
fast changing ESL theory and practice. The radical 
shift in approahes to ESL pedagogy, with language being 
preceived as 'communication', has brought in new ideas 
about language testing and new ways of evaluating the 
performance of second language learners. Yet much the 
greater part of this shift is still to be incorporated 
within the frame-work of communicative curriculum and 
practice. Therefore, the present study attempts to 
investigate three main issues in the three chapters: 
An historical overview of the communicative language 
teaching and testing is presented in chapter 2 which 
focusses on the role of language testing within the 
frame-work of language pedagogy. 
Chapter 3 aims at investigating the state of the art of 
communicative language testing and the oral 
proficiency test situation with a view to identifying 
the testing requirements. 
Chapter 4 makes a survey of various oral tests and 
profiles the latest communicative testing design, 
seeking theoretical justification and practical 
viability. 
The last chapter concludes the study of providing a 
descriptive summary of the investigation and the 
suggestions. 
CHAPTER 2 
COMMUNICATIVE LANGUAGE TEACHING AND TESTING 
AN HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE 
Communicative language teaching (CLT) came into 
existence due to certain changes in the British 
language teaching tradition from the late 1960s. Till 
then 'situational' language teaching, informed by the 
audiolingual theory, was the widely acceptable approach 
used for the teaching of English as a foreign language. 
But in the mid 1960s British applied linguists began to 
question the theory underlying the structural approach, 
its pedagogical canons (operant conditioning) and its 
methodological proposals (especially the audio-lingual 
teaching method (David Ross 1981). They felt that the 
emphasis in language teaching should be on the 
communicative proficiency rather than the mastery of 
structures. Another impetus which gave rise to 
communicative language teaching came from the changing 
educational situation in Eurpoe. With the increase in 
the interdependence of European countries economically 
and industrially, there was a need to employ great 
efforts to teach adults the major languages of European 
common Market and the Council of Europe. For this 
purpose, a group of educationists started investigating 
the possibility of developing language courses on a 
'unit credit* system -- a system in which learning 
tasks are broken down into portions or units, each of 
which corresponds to a component of a learner's needs 
and is systematically related to all other portions, 
(J.A Van Ek and L.G. Alexander 1980). This group of 
educationists used research studies which had been 
conducted to profile the needs of European Language 
learners and especially a document prepared by the 
British linguists, D.A. Wilkins, whose focus was on the 
functional or communicative definition of language. 
Wilkins (1976) attempted to demonstrate how systems of 
meanings relate to the communicative uses of language. 
Two types of meaning have been suggested by him: 
'notional' (involving concepts such as time sequence, 
quantity and location) and 'functional' (such as 
requests, denials, offers and complaints). The work of 
council of Europe and some British Applied Linguists had 
created a significant impact on ELT, giving rise to 
what is now referred to as 'Communicative Approach' to 
language teaching. 
Since the mid 1970s, the scope of communicative 
language teaching has broadened significantly. Both 
the American and British proponents of this approach 
consider it as an approach which aims at making 
'communicative competence' as the goal of language 
teaching and developing certain procedures for such 
teaching.One of the characteristic - features of CLT is that it pays 
a more systematic attention to functional as well as 
structural aspects of language (Littlewood 1981). 
Communicative approach forces one to consider the 
communicative value of everything which is taught. 
Items are not taught just because they are there but 
each item in the syllabus is justified on the basis of 
the communicative needs of the learners (Wilkins 1979). 
THEORY OF LANGUAGE 
Like other methods and approaches to foreign language 
teaching, communicative language teaching too has an 
underlying theory which begins from the theory of 
language as 'communication'. In communicative language 
teaching the goal of language teaching is the develop-
ment of 'Communicative competence,' a phrase coined by 
Hymes (1972) to complement Chomsky's theory of 
'linguistic competence'. Chomsky (1965) focused on the 
native speaker's ability that he possesses which 
enables him to produce gramatically correct sentences 
in a language. However, Hymes theory lay emphasis on 
what a speaker should know in order to be communica-
tively competent in a speech community. Another theory 
which supports communicative language teaching is 
Halliday's (1970) functional use of language. Henry 
Widdowson (1978) is yet another theorist who focuses on 
the communicative acts underlying the ability to use 
language for different purposes. A recent work on the 
analysis of communicative competence is to be found in 
the works of Canale and Swain (1980), who identified 
four dimensions of communicative competence: grammati-
cal competence, sociolinguistic competence, discourse 
competence and strategic competence. 
THEORY OF LEARNING 
Truely speaking, very little has been written about 
learning theory. Some traces of an underlying theory 
of language can be found in some CLT practices. 
Communicative theorists believe activities that involve 
'real' communication promote learning. For example, 
activities which provoke language used for carrying out 
meaningful tasks, promote learning; and the language 
which is meaningful to the learner supports learning 
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process (Keith Johnson, 1982). Learning activities are 
selected according to the learner's ability to use 
language in meaningful and authentic situation. Work 
done on communicative language teaching has provided 
theoritical insights which throw light on the process 
of language learning. Savignon (1983) surveys second 
language acquisition researches as a source for 
learning theories and considers the role of 
linguistic, social, cognitive and individual 
variables, in language acquisition. Johnson (1984) and 
Littlewood (1984) propose a 'skill learning model' of 
communicative learning in which communicative 
competence can be acquired through skill development 
which involves both the cognitive and behavioural 
aspect. This theory thus encourages emphasis on 
practice for the development of communicative skills. 
Communicative language teaching lays emphasis on 
fluency rather than accuracy. It is in fact an 
approach which involves learning by doing. In 
communicative language teaching classroom goals are 
focused on all the components of communicative 
competence and not on grammatical or linguistic 
competence alone. Function is the framework and not 
the form through which forms are taught. The ultimate 
criterion for communication is the actual transmission 
and receiving of the intended meaning in unrehearsed 
context (Douglas Brown, 1987). Such teaching is 
task-based, involving question answers, dialogues, oral 
practice and oral production activities (Littlewood 
1981). Teachers role is limited to that of a 
counsellor and a group process manager facilitating the 
participants in the classroom to interact among 
themselves. 
COMMUNICATIVE LANGUAGE TESTING 
The real role of the teacher begins when one has to 
test the communicative abilities of the learners. In 
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the survey of language teachin'g and testing, Morrow 
(1979) suggests that communicative language testing is 
something novel. However, from an historical overview 
of language testing the case is not like this. Davies 
(1978) indirectly refutes this idea and claims that the 
assessment of communicative competence is largely 
programmatic. Distinction between language competence 
and language performance has been discussed implicitly 
by a large number of language testers. Carroll (1961) 
contrasts knowledge as what the individual has learned 
with integrated performances calling upon the 
candidate's mastery of language as a whole. Spolsky 
(1968) focuses on the need to assess a student's 
ability to speak naturally on a topic other than those 
he has been trained for. Test contents ought to be 
related to such situations which are not only 
restricted to linguistic accuracy but also include such 
criteria which relates to effective communication of 
ideas. Student performance should be analysed in terms 
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of the adequacy with which students can communicate in 
specified language use situations (Clark 1972). 
Debates on communicative language testing largely 
concerns the nature of theoretical base on which 
language tests are constructed (Morrow, 1977). With 
regards to performance theory, Upsher (1971) raises a 
question of content validity and argues that a major 
reason for the stagnant state of foreign language 
proficiency testing has been the absence of an adequate 
model of language creativity, or the communicative use 
of language. However, there have been significant 
developments in the field, especially in research into 
the construct of language competence and techniques for 
evaluating this construct (Pauline M Rea, 1985). But 
in the teaching context, there is a definite lack of 
guidance on the relationship between types of test and 
different purpose of testing; the design of item types 
suitable for inclusion in communicative language 
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teaching programmes, and the appropriate selection of 
specific test formats and item types at different 
stages in the communicative teaching and learning 
process (Pauline M. Rea 1985). Four principles have 
been useful in guiding the development of communicative 
language tests using the testing unit of 'A Vous La 
Parole' which 'starts from somewhere," 'concentrate on 
content', 'bias for best' and 'work for washback' - and 
assures a pedagogical function to language testing as 
well as a scientific approach to language test design 
and implementation (Merrill Swain, 1985). "The testing 
unit is suited by the classroom teachers as a teaching 
unit through which the communicative language 
performance of individual students can be assessed." 
AN HISTORICAL OVERVIEW 
In order to view the theoretical and practical issues 
of testing in some perspective, a brief glance at the 
historical trends divides the development in language 
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testing in three periods (Brenard Spolsky, 1978). 
TESTING PRIOR TO 1950s 
Prior to the early 1950s, there had been very reluctant 
language testing research as such. As language 
teaching was not a distinct discipline, language 
testing followed the general principles of testing 
available in humanities or social sciences. Classroom 
tests were conducted by the teachers themselves which 
were the results of Grammar translation or reading-
oriented methods that were in use at the time. 
TESTING FROM 1950s to 1960s 
From the early 1950s through the late 1960s, when 
contrastive analysis was a thriving discipline and 
structuralism and behaviourism combined to make 
language teaching scientific, testing focused on 
specific language elements such as phonological, 
grammatical and lexical contrasts between the two 
languages. Tests during this decade stressed mastery of 
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discrete linguistic skills. Which is why this approach 
came to be known as the 'discrete point' approach to 
language testing as against the 'integrative' approach. 
Such discrete item tests were constructed by breaking 
down the language into its component parts relating to 
four skills of listening, speaking, reading and writing 
and various hierarchical units of language in 
phonology, graphology, morphology, lexical and syntax. 
TESTING SINCE THE 1970s 
From the late 1960s to the present time the dissatis-
faction with structuralism and behaviourism led to 
linguistic research on communicative competence and the 
context of language use. According to Spolsky (1978) 
and Jones (1977), there has been a large discrepancy 
between language teaching and testing: While the aim of 
teaching was to develop practical communication, 
language testing stressed on the mastery of linguistic 
elements. However, recently when the goal of teaching 
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has become communicative, language tests have started 
testing communication and other pragmatic skills 
(Morrow 1977;Canale and Swain, 1980, Carroll, 1980). 
Testers have come to realize that the whole of the 
communicative event is considerably greater than the 
sum of its linguistic elements (Clark, 1983). As 
against the 'discrete' point approach, 'integrative' 
approach emerged with its emphasis on communication, 
authenticity and context. John Oiler (1976, 1978) 
criticized the discrete approach and said that language 
competence is a unified set of interacting abilities 
which cannot be seperated apart and tested adequately 
and claims that it requires integration rather than 
testing of discrete items of grammar, reading and 
vocabulary. Following the lines of thinking, two types 
of integrative tests-'close' tests and 'dictation tests 
are used extensively these days. 'Cloze' tests are 
reading passages mutilated by the deletion of every 
n word and the subject is required to fill up the 
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blanks with appropriate words and thus testing the 
subjects competence in a language. The 'dictation' 
tests are short passages read to the students by the 
teacher: the passage is read at a normal speed and the 
students listen; in the second reading it is broken 
into phrases and the students write what they listen. 
Lastly the work of the students is checked by 
themselves while the teacher reads the passage at a 
normal speed. Dictation and cloze tests are 
appropriate integrative tests (Savignon 1982; Oiler 
1979; and Streiff, 1975). At present when the aim of 
teaching is to develop communicative competence, the 
tests are largely performance based which requires the 
learners to use language naturally and to put authentic 
language to use within a context. There is a call for 
direct testing which tests the learners in a variety of 
language functions. 
TESTING AS PART OF CURRICULUM 
Testing is as important as the methods for conveying 
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the content and achieving the purposes. "Evaluation/ 
testing measures assesses the validity of the 
content whether it suits the objectives and whether the 
methods are appropriate for conveying the content and 
achieving the objectives (Murphy, 1981). A curriculum 
is set out for the purpose of what and how is to be 
learnt in relation to specified purpose. For the 
purpose of regulating and monitoring these a system of 
evaluation is required (Pauline M Rea, 1985). 
Evaluation is universally accepted to be an important 
feature in the the curriculum design but as in the 
available language teaching texts, language testing has 
very little to do within language teaching and learning 
process (Pauline M Rea, 1985). However, in current 
curriculum models, evaluation is seen as a central and 
integral part (Taba 1962; Hamilton 1976; Kelly 1977). 
Richterich and Chanceral, (1980) at the level of 
designing curriculum, view that assessment should be an 
integral part of the learning material. Perry (1976) 
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too agrees with the view. However, Shaw (1977) in one 
of his articles on 'foreign language syllabus 
development', does not include evaluation at the level 
of syllabus design. In Munby's communicative syllabus 
design (1978) also, we find that syllabus has nothing 
to do with evaluation and that testing is done only to 
assess communicative competence (Charles Alderson, 
1985). In contrast to it,Bell (1982) views the needs to 
evaluate both courses and learners and describes how to 
test the latter. Bell's curriculum like the Munby's is 
based on a needs analysis which serves to establish the 
curriculum objectives. Tests are used to examine the 
issues of students' background knowledge. At the level 
of syllabus implementation testing and evaluation 
occupies an important place despite the fact that in 
the handbooks for teachers, any systematic and 
integrated way about the role of testing and evaluation 
is not made explicit (Pauline M Rea, 1985). In 
'Challenges', 'Teacher's Guide' (Candlin and Edelhoff, 
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1982) testing performs an important function in the 
process of learning and special reference is given to 
'formative assessment' for diagnostic purposes and 
teaching-learner-co-operation. However, systematic 
details regarding test methods, test format, test 
content and assessment criteria is not provided. In 
'Nucleus General Science Teacher's Manual' (New Expanded 
Edition, 1982), ways of testing is incorporated in the 
necleus course of instruction and how it is to be 
implemented, is provided. Three types of tests are 
dealt with in the Manual: ' Initial prof iciency check and 
placement', 'progress and achievement' and 'a Final check' 
for overall achievement and proficiency (rauline M Rea, 
1985). Information regarding their administration and 
the marking, grading and interpreting of their results 
is to be found explicitly in the Manual. However, 
despite the differences in opinion whether to include or 
exclude testing/evaluation from the syllabus, testing 
is considered as an inevitable part of the teaching and 
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learning process. It is the most sensitive and 
controllable area and acts overall and has nost 
certainty in terms of its goals. It is a major and 
creative influence for change and development in 
language teaching. 
21 
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CHAPTER 3 
THE STATE OF THE ART OF COMMUNICATIVE 
LANGUAGE TESTING 
INTRODUCTION 
In recent years, the move towards communication-
focussed, learner-centred ESL pedagogy has resulted in 
an impressive research output in the areas of syllabus 
design (Wilkins 1976, Munby 1978, Widdowson 1979) and 
teaching methodology (Allwright 1979, Brumfit 1979, 
RTE 1980). In striking contrast, however, much 
language testing has so far remained less sensitive to 
the theory and practice of communicative language 
teaching (Rea 1985, Weit 1990, Paltridge 1992). But 
this would be grossly misleading if we suggest that 
research in language testing has remained totally 
static for the last two decades. There have been 
significant research initiative in the area of language 
testing, particularly in quantifying the concept of 
'communicative competence' for the purposes of 
evaluating it: what is to be tested in a communicative 
syllabus?,How to test communicative competence?,What is 
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communicative scoring? (Vollmer 1981, Rea 1985, 
Paltridge 1992). What is, however, lacking is a 
systematic in-corporation of these research insights 
into the construct and implementation of a communica-
tive curriculum. There are, of course, a variety of 
research why this is so, but it is not the intention of 
this study to explore these reasons. What follows in 
this chapter is an overview of some major issues in the 
current debate on communicative language testing. 
WHAT IS TO BE TESTED IN A COMMUNICATIVE CURRICULUM? 
The literature that exists in answer to this question 
reveals a diversity of views on the interpretation of 
testable aspects of 'communicative competence' (Rea 
1985). To overcome this interpretative diversity, 
Canale and Swain (1980) have tried to bring a coherent 
focus by quantifying Del Hyme's concept of 
'Communicative competence' into four areas of 
knowledge: 
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1. grammatical competence 
2. socioLinguistic competence 
3. discourse competence and 
4. strategic competence. 
The underlying assumption in this quantification is 
that learners develop competence in these areas of 
knowledge with differing but appropriate, levels of 
achievement. 
Graminatlcal Competence 
This aspect of communicative competence is understoon 
to reflect the knowledge of the language itself. It 
includes knowledge of vocabulary, word-formation, 
pronunciation, spelling, sentence formation, etc. Such 
competence represents directly all the knowledge and 
skills required to understand and express correctly the 
literal meaning. 
Sociolingulstic Competence 
Sociolinguistic competence refers to the extent to 
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which utterances are produced and interpreted 
differently in different sociolinguistic situations. In 
this context 'appropriateness of meaning' and 'appro-
priateness of form' are significant. 
Discourse Competence 
Discourse competence involves mastery of how to combine 
grammatical forms and meanings to achieve a unified 
spoken context in different genres such as narrative, 
discriptive or reflective writing. Unity of a text is 
achieved through cohesion in form and coherence in 
meaning. 
Strategic Competence 
Strategic competence refers to the mastery of communica-
tive strategies which may be called interaction either 
to be enhanced in communication or to safe break down 
in communication. 
These four components of 'communicative competence' 
indicate the testable aspects of language in the 
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Communicative Language Testing (CLT) prespectivc. Any 
testing programme devised to test oral proficiency will 
have to decide the purpose of test by focussing with 
varying degrees of emphasis on these four components. 
PRINCIPLES OF COMMUNICATIVE LANGUAGE TESTING (CLT) 
Swain (1985) suggests four principles of CLT testing: 
1. Start from somewhere 
2. Concentrate on content 
3. Bias for best 
4. Work of washback 
The first principle, 'start from somewhere*. is 
intended to suggest that from both the theoretical and 
practical viewpoint, test development should give from 
existing knowledge and examples. 
The second principle refers both to the content of the 
material used as the basis of communicative language 
activities and the tasks used to elicit communicative 
language behaviour. The Third Principle in communica-
tive test development is the 'bias for best'. While 
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this is meant to do every thing possible to elicit 
learner's best performance. There is a good reason 
for this from the point of view of test interpritation: 
if the tester does well then it can be said that the 
learner can do what is expected of him or her when 
given the opportunity. However, if the tester does not, 
then it is not clear whether this occurs, because the 
tester cannot do what is expected. In other words it 
is important to minimise the measurement technique of 
the test takers' performance. The fourth and final 
principle guiding a test construction is to 'work for 
washback'. Washback refers to the effect a test has on 
teaching practice. It has been noted that teachers 
will teach the content or format of the test, if it is 
known to them. It is not particularly surprising, 
given the frequent use of test by educational adminis-
trators to form judgement of teachers effectiveness. 
Recognising that neither the teacher nor the adminis-
trative behaviour is likely to change, it is better to 
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involve teacher in the construction of tests. 
Teacher's involvement in test construction and 
management insure adoption of teaching and learning 
strategies. 
HOW TO SCORE A CLT TEST 
The scoring proceedure developed for a test should 
reflect the use or uses the test is intended for and 
the theoretical framework which initially guided the 
test frame-work. This is possible only if in the test, 
each task reveals aspects of communicative language 
performance, i.e. each task should be scored for 
grammatical, sociolinguistic, discourse and strategic 
aspects of communicative language performance. The 
approach has to begin comprehensively, using a mixture 
of objective and subjective judgements. The four 
principles, 'start from somewhere', 'concentrate on 
content', bias for best', and 'work for wash-back' 
assure a pedagogical function to language testing 
as well as a scientific approach. Although some may 
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predict inherent conflicts between the assumptions and 
those of measurement theory, we do not see any 
necessary incompatibility between them. 
ORAL PROFICIENCY TESTING 
Since the 1970s there has been much research activity 
in the area of testing oral language proficiency, both 
through 'direct' and 'indirect' measureing devices. 
But it is interesting to recall Robert Lado's (1961) 
warning against the difficulties of measuring a 
person's speaking ability directly through a face to 
face test Lado called it inaccurate as well as 
unnecessary; so he offered, as a substitute, 'less' 
direct and more controllable means of measuring oral 
proficiency, for example multiple choice testing of 
phoneme discriminations, etc. In contrast however 
direct testing today is becoming intreasingly 
acceptable. A great deal has changed in language 
testing during the past twenty years as more attention 
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has been paid to problems of language 'performance'. 
So, much the greater part of what is being assumed in 
this study relates to more recent developments in 
direct oral testing. 
THE NATURE OF ORAL TEST 
It is important to distinguish between a structured 
oral test and an interview proc^edure. Each has its 
own advantages and disadvantages. A structured oral 
test consists of standard set of stimuli with 
instructions to the examinee as to how to respond to 
them. There is generally little interaction with an 
examiner. There are two reasons for using structured 
oral test: 1) it is easily adopted for administration 
in a language lab; and 2) it is more standardized: i.e. 
all examinees respond to an identical set of stimuli 
and the responses are quite easy to compare against a 
set of accepted answers. The interview proceedure, on 
the other hand, is always a 'line' test. One has the 
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advantage of more closely approximating 'real' language 
behaviour. However, it is important to keep in mind 
the fact that an oral interview is not, in a strict 
sense of the word, a test but a testing proceedure. 
One of the criticisms of direct oral testing that is 
generally made is that it generates anxiety in the 
examinee but recent experiments have questioned this 
assumption (see Randall, L. Jones 1985). Jones (1985) 
has claimed that an oral testing situation is rarely 
anxiety-inducing. Anxiety is generated, according to 
him, when there is social distancing between the 
examiner and the examinee: i.e. the case of elicitation 
in an oral interview is often affected by the social 
relationship between the examiner and the examinee. 
According to him the factors can include age, race, 
social class, education and profession. But as Jones 
suggests, these hazzards can easily be overcome. 
Peers can be used when testing teenagers. An adult can 
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be present to observe the performance, but the verbal 
interaction would be between the examiner and the 
examinee of same age. 
Krashen claims that there is a definite difference 
between second language learning and second language 
acquisition, and that this difference between second 
language learning and acquisition is often manifested 
in the act of using the second language. Even Krashen 
would agree that few second language learners are the 
product of only learning or acquisition, but most of us 
are aware of a difference between students who have 
learned their language in the classroom, and those who 
have learnt it among the people. This difference has 
some crucial bearing on language testing. The real 
problem is how to score their 'performance'. The first 
criterion on which the test is to be evaluated relates 
to the purpose of test. Unfortunately this criterion 
is often ignored in the scoring of the test. 
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Traditionally language tests have focussed on language 
factors alone: pronunciation, vocabulary, grammar etc. 
However, with a new emphasis on communication we have 
begun to realize that it is possible to communicate 
effectively and still make a number of errors. But 
this is where the problem begins. How does one measure 
functional communication and what errors are to be 
allowed. It is not sufficient to say something 
correctly, but it must also be said appropriately. 
Depending on the purpose of the test, the scoring 
proceedure may range from global to very discrete. Two 
processes are involved here: one is the determination 
of the score, and the other is the reporting of it. 
CONCLUSION: 
The present chapter thus studies two issues, quite 
categorically; one the move towards the 'Communicative 
language testing' — its amis, principles and the 
manner of scoring; and the second 'Oral proficiency 
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testing' — its present situation, various factors 
involved, and its Nature. Two major points which are 
marked are as follows: 
1. That despite various research initiatives at the 
theory-level the communicative language testing has 
not been successful to reach the real classroom 
situation. It shows a wide fulf between the principle 
and the practice of language testing. 
2. And that, the 'Oral proficiency test' has always 
been and is still being ignored by both the curriculum 
planner and the evaluating body. At the research level 
recent developments refer to the direct oral testing in 
the real, life-like situation of communication. 
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CHAPTER 4 
TESTING ORAL PROFICIENCY 
INTRODUCTION 
Past few decades have witnessed a significant develop-
ment in the field of language testing, especially in 
research into the construct of communicative competence 
and on techniques for evaluating this construct. But 
so far these insights have failed to inspire classroom 
practice for change in the evaluation of oral 
proficiency. Robert Lado (1961) in his book 'Language 
Testing' suggests that a person's speaking ability 
cannot be measured directly through a face to face 
test. He offered, as a substitute, less direct but 
more controllable means for assessing multiple choice 
tests of phoneme discrimination, vocabulary, grammar 
and morphology (Lado 1961). But, in comparison, today 
direct testing is becoming very common. It must be 
remembered that Lado was writing at a time when people 
were mostly concerned with what is now called as the 
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•academic' language testing. The purpose of testing 
according to him, \^aci primarily to serve the needs of 
teaching and to assist in the placement of students, 
grading, etc. (Lado, 1961). However, the recent 
literature available on oral proficiency testing deals 
with the need for instruments which aim at testing 
features of authentic communicative activities with 
direct functional relevance to the context of target 
language use rather than features of language 
restricted primarily to the testing situation itself 
(Morrow, 1979, Carroll, 1980). 
ORAL PROFICIENCY TESTS 
Following Lado (1961) different tests for oral 
proficiency came up, which are discussed as follows: 
Face to Face Interview 
Existing tests which use traditional face to face 
interview to evaluate the communicative ability of a 
candidate (within an academic context) are generally 
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checked by an examiner on the basis of an interview of 
general nature (Morrow, 1979; Carroll, 1980). But 
because of the use of English in tutorials and seminars 
where the student had to express his ideas and argue 
various points among each other as well as with the 
teachers, it was felt that one to one oral interview 
did not have any direct relevance in the students 
language needs at a university. For the purpose, a new 
type of testing instrument was developed which would 
stimulate as directly as possible, the conditions of an 
academic tutorial: a teacher led discussion of an 
academic topic based on one or more prior reading 
assignments (Morrison and Nancy Lee, 1982). 
F S I Oral Interview 
In 1956, the Foreign Service Institute (FSI) of the 
U.S. Department of state started measuring the oral 
proficiency of its Foreign Service officers in a more 
direct way and that came to be known as the FSI Oral 
inverview (Wilds, 1975). The purpose of this interview 
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was very clear and the workwas done accordingly. But the 
needs of the US Foreign Service were not the same as 
that of the average American high school or college 
language programme. Nevertheless there have been 
attempts to use the FSI Oral interview. As this test 
has a high face validity it is often considered to be a 
good test for the measurement of oral proficiency 
(Wilds 1975). For the measureing of this construct it 
is of great importance to make a distinction between a 
'structured oral test' and an 'interview proceedure' 
like the FSI. 
Structured Test 
A structured test (Wilds, 1975) consists of a standard 
set of stimuli and explicit instructions to the 
examiner as to how to respond to them. This kind of 
test is generally used for two reasons. First, for 
administration in a language laboratory it is easily 
adaptable and the instructions may be printed or 
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recorded. The examinee has the simple task of reading 
the items and responding to them. Secondly, this test 
is more standardized. All the examinees respond to an 
identical set of questions and these responses are 
easily compared against a set of accepted answers 
(Wilds, 1975). 
Picture Test 
Lucile Dueroquet (1986) talks about a form of oral test 
in which the child is presented with a series of 
pictures and is asked to narrate a story based on it. 
Setting of a proper situation is not possible and so an 
attempt is made to create an artificial situation to 
elicit language. This method is not entirely devoid of 
problems. The first problem is regarding the nature of 
the situation chosen. Such situations which are to be 
tackled in a foreign language are quite impossible for 
a student to handle it in his own mother-tongue and it 
creates a great problem (Lucile Dueroquet, 1986). 
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Situations which are a part of the examinee's 
experiences should be used. Another problem which 
concerns the picture test is that of the nature of the 
test itself. Because of its practicality such as to 
what the test writer had in mind while drawing the 
picture, the test causes a great deal of problem 
(Lucile Dueroquet, 1986). For the validity of the 
tests such confusions should be avoided. If there is 
any confusion regarding the writer's intention then the 
test measures the ability of the student to work out 
Writer's intention and not his ability to produce 
suitable language. The test also lacks in language 
production as there are possibilities of different 
imaginations of the testees. Stories ought to be of 
good standard and stimulating. 
Interview Procedure 
On the other hand, the interview procedure is a live 
test and thus has the advantage of testing real 
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language behaviour. Strictly speaking, the oral 
interview is not a test but a testing procedure. The 
interview test is the highest form of oral testing and 
the only one in which performance can be structured 
(Randall Jones, 1982). The social relationships 
between the examiner and the examinee plays an 
important role in the elicitation of an oral interview 
(Randall Jones, 1982). Testing a person's oral 
performance directly requires a keen observation for a 
period of several days or even weeks. 
In an oral interview, care should be taken to avoid any 
personal questions from the examinee. Questions like 
what is your father's income? How many brothers and 
sisters do you have? What is your father's job? Such 
questions should be avioded as the student may not feel 
like giving answers to such questions and hence there 
is a lack of communication. Questions which are 
general and do not have any trace of personal element 
in it should be raised by interviewer. This makes a 
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student feel free to talk about somebody else which 
enunciates communication. 
No test can be considered valid unless the aims of the 
test and the marking scale are clearly stated and given 
to the examinees many months before the examination 
(Nelson A. Berkoff, 1985). Oral interviews have 
frequently been used as a means of testing speaking 
proficiency and are considered a supplement to the 
standard paper and pencil test of second language 
proficiency. An oral proficiency test may be 
motivating for the testee if the criteria on which it 
is based are clear and if specific feedback on 
performance is immediately available (Thomas M. 
Pendergast, J.R. 1985). 
The above discussed Oral proficiency tests face the 
problem of validity and reliability mainly due to the 
fact that the Oral Test occupies the bottom of the 
scale in most examinations the world over. It is 
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writing which has got primacy at the level of testing; 
it is perhaps so because most of the examinations are 
writing- based. "0" level examinations in Great 
Britain can be cited as an example which allocates 
15-207o of the total marks to oral proficiency and even 
less to listening comprehension, while it allocates 
25-407, for Reading and 15-457o to writing. The 
situation is quite the same or even wrose in other 
countries. The situation at the Aligarh Muslim 
University (India) is no exception. At the level of 
Plus Two (+2) the curriculum covers no Oral proficiency 
test. All the 1007. marks is spread over the sessionals 
and final exams (both written tests ) covering such 
items as comprehension passages, grammar, vocabulary, 
Short and Long answer type questions, writing factual 
description, etc. Only at the undergraduate level in 
the second year 15 marks out of 50 is meant for Oral 
proficiency test which proves to be no more than a mere 
formality. Nelson A. Berkoff (1985: 94-95) shows his 
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dissatisfaction towards the oral testing situation in 
Israel. He says that pupils learn English from Grade 
is to 12 (for 8 years). English is the first foreign 
language there and the examination is quite a demanding 
one — an unseen passage with multiple-choice and open-
ended questions, literature, language exercises, 
composition, listening comprehension and oral 
proficiency. Still the oral test is in its infancy 
being conducted as an 'interview type examination'. 
Generally an examiner having no special instruction in 
the 'speech production evaluation', conducts the test. 
Such tests cover the conversation about the weather, 
family, sports etc. 
The reasons for this neglect of the testing and the 
teaching of such important skills as oral proficiency 
are sorted out as follows by Nelson A. Berkoff 
(Berkoff, 1985:93): 
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1. The Strong 'Cultural Tradition'; 
It is always believed that a foreign language is learnt 
only to read the literature and thus to understand the 
culture of the society using that language. Today, 
though a more realistic attitude which considers the 
foreign language as a means of communication has come 
up but still has not replaced the traditional approach 
completely. 
2. Unreliability of Marking; 
This is a serious defect which can be brought to an end 
only when the Oral Test is fairly tightly structured 
and marked by atleast two trained examiners. 
3. Lack of Validity: 
The oral test refers to a test of communication. Such 
items as 'reading aloud', 'asking the examinee to 
describe a picture' or to 'answer questions' hardly 
lead to any communication and so they are unreal and 
invalid test. To make the test valid, a real-life 
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situation must be replicated. 
TEST DESIGN AND DEVELOPMENT OF ORAL PROFICIENCY 
Number of linguists have tried to advance beyond the 
existing test situation. Claudia Wilds (1975) and 
Randall Jones (1975, 1979 b) have discussed well of a 
valuable Oral Test developed by the United States' 
Foreign Service Institute. Jones (1979) maintains that 
a test includes following tasks to be performed: 
1. Developing Appropriate interviewing techniques: 
It can be best achieved by familiarising both the 
testees and the examiners with the exact aims of the 
test. This familiarity with the aims will guide the 
mode of the test. Testees are to be evaluated on the 
basis of achievement and not on penalization for 
mistakes. 
2. Defining points on the rating scale; and 
3. Establishing criteria for rating: 
The examinees also need to know the process of 
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evaluation where they must be told that accuracy of 
pronunciation is not one of the criteria because of 
foreign student will certainly have a foreign accent 
and that the examinee who is using English as a foreign 
language cannot be compared with a native speaker. So 
the speech will not be evaluated on the parameters of 
native speakers. 
4. Training the examiners: 
Practically it still seems difficult, so the intuitive 
judgement of experienced teachers can be relied upon. 
To bring an end to the unreliability and invalidity of 
the 'Interview' type tests' (as designed by Jones, 
et.al) Thea Reves (1980) introduced the 'Group Type 
Test' of oral proficiency. The rationale behind this 
is to stimulate a "free, real-life conversation" 
amongst the examinees themselves instead of interview 
type artificial conversation between an unknown 
external examiner and a nervous examinee. 
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FORMAT OF THE GROUP TYPE TEST 
The proposed test is expanded over the whole course to 
the moment of actual testing of oral proficiency. It 
means that the test presupposes proper classroom 
activity. For this purpose the teacher and pupils 
choose some 20 real-life topics such as marriage, the 
generation gap; religious coercion; traffic accidents; 
cheating in examinations; etc. These topics are 
discussed in regular classes. On the morning of the 
examination one out of the two examiners is given tlie 
list of examinees which is randomly divided into groups 
of four. A stack of cards with 20 or so ^  topics, 
alongwith 2 or 3 questions on each topic is handed over 
to the group as they enter the test room. The 
discussion begins without the examiners' interference. 
The test is conducted by two examiners -- one is the 
external examiner and the other the class teacher. 
Fifteen minutes is given for the test of each group. 
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The above format shows that the test is divided into 
two parts — the first part focuses on listening, 
reading and writing and the second part on oral 
interaction. (We are here concerned mainly with the 
oral proficiency and so we shall concentrate on the 
second part). 
The first part provides the 'background knowledge for 
the content area to follow' (Paltridge 1992: 251) in 
the actual test which occurs in the second part. The 
rationale of 'Real-life conversation' is generated well 
by those students who prove proficient enough even in 
the first part. 
AIM OF THE TEST 
The proposed test, broadly speaking, aims at assessing 
the students' oral proficiency, that is 
i) to understand and interpret spoken English as it is 
used for general communication, and 
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ii) to interact in spoken English incorporating a 
command of 'grammatical accuracy', 'fluency', 'accuracy 
of pronunciation', 'vocabulary', and above all 
'communicative ability'. 
FOCUS OF ASSESSMENT 
The proposed test is performance oriented, so the 
assessment is to be made on a subjective basis with 
students' spoken interaction matched against the Rating 
scale. In other words the assessment is focussed at 
the aim of the test as discussed earlier. The 
activities the students are required to carry out look 
more like what might be found in everyday skills-based, 
communication-focussed classroom rather than in more 
traditional tests of language proficiency (Paltridge 
1992: 256). 
RELIABILITY AND VALIDITY 
In the above test the examiners are given an analytic 
rating scale. One examiner is required to evaluate 
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fluency (25%) and grammatical accuracy (20%) and the 
other vocabulary (20%) and Accuracy of pronunciation 
(10%) and both are required to evaluate Communicative 
Ability (25%). Though the analytic method becomes 
tedious for examiners, the test appears to be of 
greater reliability. 
This test has high face validity because through 
discussion it creates a real-life situation leading to 
a genuine and serious conversation. Besides it this 
test even serves time and man-power (Berkoff 1985: 96). 
Above all the group type test relieves the stress 
factor of typical test taking situations (Paltridge 
1992: 260). 
AN EXPERIMENT: 
Nelson A. Berkoff (1985: 97) conducted the group-type 
test for oral proficiency on Grade 11 class students 
and came up with following observations: 
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1) Pupils' self-evaluation 
Most of the pupils except three out of 24 give a self-
evaluation lower than that of the final marks. This may 
have been due to uncertainty or modesty. 
2) Peer evaluation 
Since personal feelings are involved so much, the 
statistics is not to be relied upon. Besides it, the 
peer evaluation and the self-evaluation come closer 
which suggests that students have a fairly stable 
opinion of themselves and do not lead to self-appraisal. 
3) Class teacher and external examiner's marks 
The external examiner marked the highest because of two 
reasons- one that he had previous experience of the 
Group Test and so he knew what to expect, and secondly 
because he was evaluating for general communication 
skills. While the class teacher marked far too much for 
the gramatical accuracy. 
4) Examinee's comments 
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A small number of examinees praised the method of 
testing, while many others complained to talk about 
Traffic Accidents or Marriage because they had not 
practised this sort of discussion in class. None of the 
examiners commented on the marking scale, either 
adversely or favourably. 
5) General Comments: 
The rating scale was a 6-point scale. So one 
remarkable weakness is the lack of spread in the marks. 
SUMMING UP: 
The present chapter thus aimed at profiling oral 
proficiency test designs right from the traditional 
'face to face interview' to the latest 'group-type 
test'. It was realised that with the emergence of 
communicative language teaching approach a significant 
development in the language testing too has taken place 
but still these insights are confined only to the 
experimentation. It has failed to reach the real 
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clasroom situation due to various reasons, like lacunae 
at the level of curriculum, or the teacher's-tester's 
ignorance or the casual approach of the evaluating 
body, etc. This shows that at the testing level there 
is a wide gulf between the practice and principle due 
to which the process of teaching and learning a 
language ceases to be successful. Theoretically the 
'Group test', as described above, proves to be a valid 
test of oral proficiency with certain expectations like 
providing the aims and the Rating scales clearly to 
both students and examiners, plus proper training of 
examiners. 
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CHAPTER 5 
CONCLUSION 
The purpose of the present study was a threefold 
investigation: First to examine the role of language 
testing within the frame-work of language pedagogy; 
Secondly to review the state of the art of the 
communicative language testing; and finally to profile 
communicative language testing designs for Oral 
proficiency. 
Over the last two decades researches in language 
teaching and testing has brought in a redical shift in 
approaches to ESL pedagogy, with language being 
increasingly perceived as 'communication'. With this 
shift have emerged new ideas about language testing and 
new ways of evaluating the performance of second 
language learners. By now people have come to realise 
that 'testing' is an integral part of the language 
teaching and learning process. But still much the 
greater part of this shift is to be incorporated within 
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the communicative curriculum and practice. In most of 
the third world countries, even now, testing is 
perceived more as an 'academic language testing', that 
is for degree, rather than as a mode or means for 
learning and teaching a language. Such phenomenon 
leads to other problems which effect the variables of 
language teaching process. Much of such problems can 
be finished with if the testing is given a proper place 
and its aim is well-defined in the syllabus itself. An 
historical overview of language testing situation makes 
the mismatch between principle and practice apparent. 
Although we are made aware of significant advances in 
the field of language testing, there is a definite lack 
of information filtering through to the language 
teacher, especially on the ways in which student 
performance may be assessed (Rea, 1985: 31). 
Since the 1970s a proliferation of researches in the 
language testing has brought in a move towards 
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communication focussed, learner-centered ESL pedagogy, 
which raised such queries as: what is to be tested in a 
communicative syllabus? How to test communicative 
competence? What is communicative scoring?, etc. That 
is, it defined the aims, principles and the manner of 
scoring a communicative test. Besides this, it refered 
to the fact that the Oral proficiency -- as important a 
skill as anyother -- occupies the bottom of the scale 
throughout the world. This fact refers to the existing 
disparity in the real testing situation. 
Finally, a profile of the Oral proficiency test designs 
has been drafted which indicates that we are in the 
process of approaching the ideal stage for testing oral 
proficiency. Various tests, right from the traditional 
'face to face interview' to the latest 'Group test' 
have been discussed. Theoretically, the Group test 
appears to be the most ideal among all the tests 
available to us for oral proficiency. 
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One major aspect brought to light in the present study 
is that there exists a wide gulf between the principle 
and practice of the language testing, in general, and 
the oral proficiency in particular. What is, perhaps, 
lacking is a systematic incorporation of the research 
insights into the construct and implementation of a 
communicative curriculum. 
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